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Art Unit: 2195 

DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -22 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-8, and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stamm (U.S. Patent No. 671 1616), in view of Gross (U.S. Patent No. 
5371883), and further in view of Dummermuth (U.S. Patent No. 6009454). 

4. Stamm and Gross were cited in the last office action. 

5. As per claim 1, Stamm teaches the invention substantially as claim including a 
method for executing processing tasks in a distributed processing framework system 
(abstract, lines 1-4), the method comprising: 

identifying a main task of a tasklist (col. 3, lines 1-3); 

identifying a subtask of the main task (col. 1, line 55; col. 2, lines 36-37); and 
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allocating computing resources for each of the main task and the subtask (fig. 5, 
col. 3, lines 14-20): 

Stamm did not specifically teach deploying the main task to a first computing 
system that is part of allocated computing resources, a code of the main task being 
executed on the first computing system, the code of the main task having program 
instructions for requesting loading of code for the subtask to a second computing 
system that is part of the allocated computing resources, the code for the subtask is in 
client-server communication with the code for the main task, such that the code for the 
main task receives processing results directly from the code for the subtask. 

6. However, Gross teaches: 

deploying the main task to a first computing system that is part of allocated 
computing resources (col. 2, lines 15-25), a code of the main task being executed on 
the first computing system (col. 2, lines 18-20), the code of the main task having 
program instructions for (col. 2, lines 30-31) requesting loading of code for the subtask 
to a second computing system that is part of the allocated computing resources (col. 3, 
lines 14-18), the code for the subtask being in client-server communication with the 
code for the main task (col. 2, lines 66-68, col. 3, lines 1-6), such that the code for the 
main task receives processing results directly from the code for the subtask (col. 3, lines 
17-20). 
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7. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm and Gross because 
Gross deploying and executing the main task in the first computing system, then 
sending the instruction for the subtask to be executed would improve the performance 
of Stamm's system by providing a centralized test environment with a single control 
process which exclusively governs test sequencing and timing and allowing easier 
synchronization of the execution of testing across multiple machine (Gross, col. 1, lines 
66-68; col. 2, lines 1-3). 

8. In addition Stamm and Gross did not specifically teach allocating computing 
resource to tasks prior to proceeding to a next operation, the computer resources being 
part of the distributed processing framework system. 

9. However, Dummermuth teaches allocating computing resource to tasks prior to 
proceeding to a next operation, the computer resources being part of the distributed 
processing framework system (col. 8, lines 44-50). 

10. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm, Gross, and 
Dummermuth because Dummermuth teaching of allocated computing resource to tasks 
prior to a next operation would improve the integrity of Stamm and Gross's system by 
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allowing multiple tasks to be executed with apparent simultaneity (Dummermuth, col. 1, 
lines 11-12). 

11. As per claim 2, Gross teaches the processing results received from the subtask 
are implemented to create a main task processing results to be communicated to a 
system controller (col. 2, lines 33-43). 

12. As per claim 3, Stamm teaches the system controller releases the allocated 
computing resources upon receiving the main task processing results from the main 
task (col. 5, lines 48-53). 

13. As per claim 4, Gross teaches a plurality of subtasks in addition to the subtask, 
the plurality of subtasks configured to be controlled by the main task (fig. 1). 

14. As per claim 5, Stamm teaches a method for distributing an execution of a 
plurality of tasks within a tasklist by a system controller, the plurality of tasks configured 
to be processed by a plurality of processing resources in a distributed processing 
framework (DPF) system, the method comprising: 

loading the tasklist, the tasklist having a main task and a subtask (col. 3, lines 1- 

7); and 

allocating a processing resources to execute each task within the tasklist (fig. 5; 
col. 3, lines 14-20); 
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Gross teaches: 

deploying the main task to a first processing resource for execution (col. 2, lines 

15-18); 

deploying the subtask to a second processing resource once a special request 
for the subtask is received from the main task (col. 4, lines 5-15); and 

enabling communication between the main task and the subtask, the 
communication configured to provide the main task with a result of a subtask execution 
(col. 2, lines 66-68, col. 3, lines 1-6;col. 3, lines 17-20). 

Dummermuth teaches allocating computing resource to tasks prior to proceeding 
to a next operation (col. 8, lines 44-50). 

15. As per claim 6, Stamm teaches communicating a result of a main task execution 
to the system controller, wherein the system controller releases the plurality of 
processing resources upon receiving the result of main task execution (col. 5, lines 48- 
53). 

16. As per claim 7, Stamm teaches allocating the processing resource to execute 
each task within the tasklist includes: 

loading the tasklist by the system controller (fig. 3; col. 3, lines 1-7); 
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searching a registry service for the processing resource having a plurality of 
attributes substantially identical to a plurality of attributes of the main task and the 
substask within the tasklist (col. 4, lines 11-13; col. 8, lines 18-19); and 

allocating the first and the second processing resources respectively having 
attributes identical to the main task and the subtask to the execution of the main task 
and subtask correspondingly having the identical attributes (col. 4, lines 13-15). 

17. As per claim 8, Stamm teaches deploying the subtask to the second processing 
resource once the special request for the subtask is received from the main task 
includes: 

dispatching the special request to the system controller (col. 3, lines 58-59), the 
special request configured to include the plurality of attributes of the subtask (col. 3, 
lines 60-62); 

searching the tasklist, the searching configured to locate the subtask having the 
plurality of attributes included in the special request (col. 4, lines 5-13); and 

deploying the located subtask to the second processing resource having the 
plurality of attributes substantially identical to the plurality of attributes of the subtask 
(col. 4, lines 14-15). 

18. As per claim 10, Gross teaches the DPF is a distributed test framework (DTF) 
system (col. 1 , lines 3-5). 



Application/Control Number: 10/025,900 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2195 

19. As per claim 1 1 , Gross teaches the main task is operated on a processing 
resource server (fig. 1). 

20. As per claim 12, Stamm teaches the subtask is operated on a processing 
resource client (col. 3, lines 24-25; col. 3, line 34). 

21. As per claim 13, Gross teaches the main task is a test harness (fig. 1, col. 3, 
lines 16-17). 

22. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stamm 
(U.S. Patent No. 6711616), in view of Gross (U.S. Patent No. 5371883), in view of 
Dummermuth (U.S. Patent No. 6009454), as applied in claim 1 , and further in view of 
Downs (U.S. Patent No. 61 12243). 

23. Stamm, Gross, and Downs were cited in the last office action. 

24. As per claim 9, Stamm, Gross, and Dummermuth teach the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 1. Stamm, Gross, and Dummermuth did not 
specifically teach the registry service is a look up service. 

However, Downs teaches the registry service is a look up service (fig. 2, item 32; 
col. 3, lines 65-67). 
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25. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm, Gross, Dummermuth, 
and Downs because Downs look up service would improve the integrity of Stamm 
Gross, and Dummermuth's system by offering a minimum level of service and a level of 
guarantee so that clients can select a variety of options that corresponding to client's 
task, cost, and time requirement (Downs, col. 2, lines 32-34). 

26. Claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stamm (U.S. Patent No. 671 1616), and in view of Dummermuth (U.S. Patent No. 
6009454). 

27. Stamm was cited in the last office action. 

28. As per claim 14, Stamm teaches the invention substantially as claim including a 
method for distributing an execution of a plurality of tasks by a system controller, the 
plurality of tasks configured to be processed by a plurality of processing resources in a 
distributed processing framework (DPF) system, the method comprising: 

allocating a respective processing resource to execute each task of the plurality 
of tasks (fig. 5; col. 3, lines 14-20); 

deploying each task to the respective processing resource substantially at the 
same time(col. 4, lines 19-26); receiving a result task from each processing resource 
upon a conclusion of each task (col. 5, lines 48-51); and 
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releasing the plurality of processing resources upon receiving the result task from 
each of the plurality of processing resources (col. 5, lines 50-53). 

Stamm did not specifically teach loading a plurality of tasks to be executed. 

29. However, Stamm disclosed in response to a request from a client, the server 
selects a subtask for execution (col. 1, lines 59-60). 

30. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have recognized in response to requests the controller must load 
a plurality of task available for selecting a task for execution. Stamm disclosed the step 
of a server selects a subtask/task for execution. Therefore it would have been obvious 
that the server would load the task/subtask to be available for selecting a task/subtask 
for execution. 

31. In addition, Stamm did not specifically teach allocating computing resource to 
tasks prior to proceeding to a next operation. 

32. However, Dummermuth teaches allocating computing resource to tasks prior to 
proceeding to a next operation (col. 8, lines 44-50). 
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33. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm and Dummermuth 
because Dummermuth teaching of allocated computing resource to tasks prior to the 
next operation would improve the integrity of StamnVs. system by allowing multiple tasks 
to be executed with apparent simultaneity (Dummermuth, coL 1, lines 11-12). 

34. As per claim 15, Stamm teaches allocating respective processing resource to 
execute each tasks of the plurality of tasks includes: 

searching a registry service for the processing resource having a plurality of 
attributes identical to a plurality of attributes of each task (col. 4, lines 11-13; col. 8, lines 
18-19); and 

allocating each of the processing resources having attributes identical to the 
plurality of each of the tasks to the execution of the task having the identical attributes 
(col. 4, lines 13-15). 

35. Claims 16-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stamm (U.S. Patent No. 671 1616), in view of Dummermuth (U.S. Patent No. 6009454), 
as applied in claim 14, and further in view of Gross (U.S. Patent No. 5371883). 

36. Stamm and Gross were cited in the last office action. 
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37. As per claim 16, Stamm and Dummermuth teach the invention substantially as 
claimed in claim 14. Stamm and Dummermuth did not specifically teach the DPF 
system is a distributed test framework system. 

38. However, Gross teaches the DPF system is a distributed test framework system 
(col. 1, lines 3-5). 

39. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm, Dummermuth, and 
Gross because Gross testing system would improve the performance of Stamm and 
Dummermuth's system by providing a centralized test environment with a single control 
process which exclusively governs test sequencing and timing and allowing easier 
synchronization of the execution of testing across multiple machine (Gross, col. 1, lines 
66-68; col. 2, lines 1-3). 

40. As per claim 17, Gross teaches the processing resource is a test system (fig. 1). 

41. Claims 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stamm (U.S. Patent No. 6711616), in view of Carter (U.S. Patent No. 5371883), and 
further in view of Dummermuth (U.S. Patent No. 6009454). 



42. Stamm and Carter were cited in the last office action. 
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43. As per claim 18, Stamm teaches the invention substantially as claim including 
method for distributing an execution of a plurality of tasks by a system controller, the 
plurality of tasks configured to be processed by a plurality of processing resources in a 
distributed processing framework (DPF) system, the method comprising: 

allocating a respective processing resource to execute each task of the plurality 
of tasks; and 

releasing the plurality of processing resources upon receiving a result of an 
execution for each of the plurality of tasks (col. 5, lines 48-53). 

Stamm did not specifically teach loading a plurality of tasks to be executed. 

44. However, Stamm disclosed in response to a request from a client, the server 
selects a subtask for execution (col. 1, lines 59-60). 

45. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have recognized in response to requests the controller must load 
a plurality of task available for selecting a task for execution. Stamm disclosed the step 
of a server selects a subtask/task for execution. Therefore it would have been obvious 
that the server would load the task/subtask to be available for selecting a task/subtask 
for execution. 
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46. In addition, Stamm did not specifically teach deploying a first task of the plurality 
of tasks to a first processing resource of the plurality of processing resources; deploying 
a second task of the plurality of tasks to a second processing resource of the plurality of 
processing resources upon receiving a result of an execution of the first task; releasing 
the plurality of processing resources upon receiving a result of an execution for each of 
the plurality of tasks. 

47. However, Carter teaches deploying a first task of the plurality of tasks to a first 
processing resource of the plurality of processing resources (col. 27, lines 17-27); and 
deploying a second task of the plurality of tasks to a second processing resource of the 
plurality of processing resources upon receiving a result of an execution of the first task 
(col. 27, lines 28-31). 

48. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm and Carter because 
Carter deploying a first task to a first processing resource and deploying a second task 
to a second processing resource upon receiving a result of an execution of the first task 
would improve the performance of Stamm's system by provide an operating system that 
provides the capability of executing concurrent tasks or process (Carter, col. 1 , lines 45- 
46). 
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49. In addition, Stamm and Carter did not specifically teach allocating computing 
resources to tasks prior to the next operation. 

50. However, Dummermuth teaches allocating computing resources to tasks prior to 
proceeding to a next operation (col. 8, lines 44-50). 

51 . It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm, Carter and Dummermuth 
because Dummermuth teaching of allocated computing resource to tasks prior to the 
next operation would improve the integrity of Stamm and Carter's system by allowing 
multiple tasks to be executed with apparent simultaneity (Dummermuth, col. 1, lines 11- 
12). 

52. As per claim 19, Stamm further teaches caching the result of the execution for 
each of the plurality of tasks (col. 3, lines 35-42). 

53. As per claim 20, Stamm teaches allocating the respective processing resource to 
execute each task of the plurality of tasks includes: 

searching a registry service for the processing resource having a plurality of 
attributes identical to a plurality of attributes of each task (col. 4, lines 11-13; col. 8, lines 
18-19); and 
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allocating each of the processing resources having attributes identical to the 
plurality of each of the tasks for the execution of the task having the identical attributes 
(col. 4, lines 13-15). 

54. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stamm 
(U.S. Patent No. 6711616), in view of Carter (U.S. Patent No. 5371883), in view of 
Dummermuth (U.S. Patent No. 6009454), as applied in claim 18, and further in view of 
Downs (U.S. Patent No. 6112243). 

55. Stamm, Carter, and Downs were cited in the last office action. 

56. As per claim 21 , Stamm, Carter, and Dummermuth teach the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 18. Stamm, Carter, and Dummermuth did not 
specifically teach the registry service is a look up service. 

57. However, Carter teaches the registry service is a look up service (fig. 2, item 32; 
col. 3, lines 65-67). 

58. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm, Carter, Dummermuth, 
and Downs because Downs look up service would improve the integrity of Stamm 
Carter, and Dummermuth's system by offering a minimum level of service and a level of 
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guarantee so that clients can select a variety of options that corresponding to client's 
task, cost, and time requirement (Downs, col. 2, lines 32-34). 

59. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stamm 
(U.S. Patent No. 6711616), in view of Carter (U.S. Patent No. 5371883), in view of 
Dummermuth (U.S. Patent No. 6009454), as applied in claim 18, and further in view of 
Gross (U.S. Patent No. 5371883). 

60. Stamm, Carter, and Gross were cited in the last office action. 

61 . As per claim 22, Stamm, Carter, and Dummermuth teach the invention 
substantially as claimed in claim 18. Stamm, Carter, and Dummermuth did not 
specifically teach the DPF is a distributed test framework (DTF) system. 

62. However, Gross teaches the DPF is a distributed test framework (DTF) system 
(col. 1 , lines 3-5). 

63. It would have been obvious to one of an ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to have combined the teaching of Stamm, Carter, Dummermuth, 
and Gross because Gross testing system would improve the performance of Stamm, 
Carter, and Dummermuth's system by providing a centralized test environment with a 
single control process which exclusively governs test sequencing and timing and 
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allowing easier synchronization of the execution of testing across multiple machine (col. 
1, lines 66-68; col. 2, lines 1-3). 

Response to Arguments 

64. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-22 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

65. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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66. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jennifer N. To whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7212. The examiner can normally be reached on M-T 7AM- 4:30 PM, F 7AM- 3:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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